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or nearly 45 years, the Baltic was a divided 
sea. Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were 
incorporated into the Soviet Union. Poland 
and East Germany were nominally inde-

pendent states, but were essentially governed from 
Moscow. Finland had throughout its history enjoyed 
limited freedom of action, especially when it came to 
foreign and security policies. This bit of modern his-
tory, which ended less than twenty years ago, still in-
fluences cooperation and integration within the Baltic 
Sea area.

The former Baltic Soviet republics were soon in-
tegrated into the European Union and the Western 
defense alliance NATO. The U.S. and Western Europe 
accomplished this in an almost coup-like manner. It 
was a question of acting while Russia was in a weake-
ned state. East Germany was reunited with West Ger-
many and was thus pulled into both the EU and NATO. 
Following the Baltic States’ example, Poland quickly 
let itself be incorporated into the West’s economic 
and military structures. A resurrected but weakened 
Russia viewed this development with disapproval and 
bitterness. The Russian prime minister Vladimir Putin 
has called the dissolution of the Soviet Union a geopo-
litical catastrophe.

The integration has run into a series of difficulties. 

Russia has not been particularly helpful. For the EU, 
which has so many member states with “difficult” 
backgrounds in the area, the development of a stra-
tegy and program for the Baltic Sea has long held high 
priority. This is particularly the case when it comes to 
issues of energy and the environment.

In June 2009, the EU   Commission presented a 
proposal for a strategy and action plan for the entire 
region — in accordance with a decision to produce 
such a strategy, which the EU Parliament had reached 
in 2006. Immediately thereafter, the European 
Council gave the Commission the task of formulating 
what was, for the EU, a unique proposal. The EU had 
never before developed strategies applying to specific 
geographical areas within the Union. The Baltic Sea 
strategy is a pilot project and may come to be followed 
by similar projects for other areas. During the lat-
ter half of 2009, under Sweden’s EU presidency, the 
project, parts of which had been initiated earlier, was 
launched. The project is extensive, if somewhat vague, 
and affects almost 100 million people living in eight 
EU countries around the Baltic Sea. The strategy has 
its roots in concern over the lack of coordination that 
has characterized the region for so long, and which is 
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 First, many loved a weak germany. Then, many loved a weak russia.  In the nord stream project, the two have found each other. as in the 1920s?
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2000, both the EU Commission and the EU Parlia-
ment expressed their support for the project, and re-
affirmed their support in 2006. Here, then, a number 
of European countries are torn between their need for 
energy, and their fear that Russia will use its energy 
resources to regain influence over the areas that once 
made up the Soviet Union, including those countries 
which once were members of the Communist empire’s 
Warsaw Pact. In an open letter to President Obama 
this spring, 23 former heads of state and a number 
of Central European intellectuals pointed out that 
Russia, after the invasion of Georgia, had proclaimed 
a “sphere of privileged interests” which might very 
likely include their countries as well. “Pipeline politics 
is a Russian tactic”, said the authors of the letter, two 
of which were Václav Hável and Lech Walesa.

Radoslaw Sikorski, at present Poland’s foreign mi-
nister, went the furthest. During his term as defense 
minister, he compared the Russian-German agree-
ment on the construction of the Nord Stream pipeline 
with the 1939 Molotov-Ribbentrop pact, which had de 
facto divided Central Europe into spheres of Russian 
and German influence.

gerhard schröder played   an interesting role 
in the foundation of Nord Stream. It was while he 
was Federal Chancellor that Germany approved the 
project and, furthermore, provided an economical 
guarantee of 1.4 billion dollars. The deal between Rus-
sia and Germany was cemented a few weeks before 
Schröder left office after the election defeat of 2005. 
A few weeks later, he accepted the position of chair-
man of Nord Stream, which carries a yearly salary of 
250,000 euros.

Schröder was not the only leading politician who 
found employment within Nord Stream. The former 
Finnish prime minister, Paavo Lipponen, has been 
active as an imbursed middleman. The former Italian 
prime minister and former chairman of the EU Com-
mission, Romano Prodi, however, declined an offer to 
become chairman of South Stream. Matthias Warnig is 
CEO for Nord Stream. During the 1980s, he served as 
a major in the secret East German police Stasi, at the 
same time that Vladimir Putin, who was a colonel in 
the Russian intelligence service KGB, was stationed in 
Leipzig. Warnig, however, claims that the two never 
met and that his background in Stasi is irrelevant to 
the present pipeline debate.

The security concerns that have been voiced in 
connection with the construction of Nord Stream are 

primarily grounded in the fact that Russia has disap-
pointed expectations when it comes to developing de-
mocracy, a market economy, and a state ruled by law. 
On the other side of the Baltic Sea, especially in the 
Baltic States and Poland, where memories of Russian 
hegemony are fresh, there is great suspicion of Rus-
sian intentions and Russia’s exercise of power.

Few claim that the   Nord Stream project would 
entail a direct military threat. On the other hand, the 
project may give the Russian military occasion for 
expanding its presence in the middle of the Baltic Sea. 
A hypothetical terror threat would serve as an excel-
lent excuse for Russia (and for Germany) to arrange 
for military supervision of the construction of Nord 
Stream, which would continue, perhaps, even after 
the pipeline has begun to function. In the future, Nord 
Stream will provide a significant proportion of the EU 
countries’ energy supply; it may fetter EU in its future 
dealings with Russia.

Nord Stream’s structures are expected to operate 
for about fifty years. If and when the Russian military 
presence in the area increases, it is not unreasonable 
to assume that other countries will also boost their 
military presence. The result will be increased ten-
sion, perhaps incidents that will require diplomatic 
intervention. Any terrorist threats leveled against the 
installation will be dealt with by Russian armed forces. 
A law passed fairly recently gives the Russian presi-
dent the mandate to deploy Russian forces abroad 
without a parliamentary hearing. Another problem 
with the entire Nord Stream project is the lack of open-
ness. Nord Stream itself is probably doing its best to 
explain and justify its plans. But Russian energy policy 
is secretive. Hidden contractual provisos are common-
place, as is corruption.

A seasoned expert on Russia who has previously 
held high positions within the Swedish intelligence 
service, Jan Leijonhielm, said in the daily Dagens Nyhe-
ter on October 20, 2009:

“It is unfortunate for the surrounding world that 
Russia is not developing towards democracy and 
that military ability is gradually being recovered, and 
that Russia is prepared to use it, as well as energy 
extortion, against neighboring countries. Russia is 
still, without comparison, the largest security policy 
actor in our immediate surroundings, and it is not the 
nation that I would choose to become economically 
dependent on.”

Collaborative projects of this sort usually lead to 
greater trust among the countries that participate in 
the projects. Greater trust may indeed develop here, 
as far as relations between Russia and Germany are 
concerned. But for a number of Baltic Sea nations, it 
seems that the opposite will be the case. Nord Stream 
will make Russia independent of the transit states.

There are other problems in connection with the 
gas line project which may have security policy conse-
quences. A large proportion of Nord Stream’s gas will 
be difficult and expensive to produce. Russia is about 
to establish a gas OPEC together with Algeria, Iran, 
Qatar, and Venezuela. A rather pretty collection of 
countries, that is, as members of a producers’ cartel. 
The majority of the members are not at all unwilling to 

use their large energy resources for political purposes. 
Here, the EU can get into serious political trouble in 
the future. The only countries among the Baltic Sea 
region’s EU members that have a positive view of the 
project are, in fact, Germany and Denmark.

In late October 2009, Denmark gave its consent 
to the project, and Sweden and Finland gave theirs 
in November. The Swedish government’s decision 
met with critique from, among others, the Swedish 
Social Democrats. The minister of the environment, 
Andreas Carlgren, however, was of the opinion that 
the government had made an extensive environme-
ntal investigation of the gas pipeline and that Nord 
Stream, during the 23 months the investigation lasted, 
had been assigned some serious homework. Carlgren 
further stated that “all states have the right to place a 
line in international waters”. The United Nations Con-
ference on the Law of the Sea is unequivocal. This is 
because no coastal state should be able to monopolize 
international waters. So Nord Stream is not a joint pro-
ject for the Baltic Sea. This also means that the large 
project will make it more difficult to decide on a joint 
EU energy policy.

The Danish Ministry of Climate and Energy con-
cluded that the gas line will not be a serious threat to 
environment, marine life, or cultural heritage. During 
the period of environmental impact assessment by the 
Danish authorities, the corporation agreed to comply 
with a series of Danish demands. Among other things, 
the route is to be changed so that it goes south rather 
than north of Bornholm. The Bornholm fishermen 
will, further, be provided with new trawls that can 
handle being drawn across gas lines. The corporation 
is generally liberal when it comes to meeting the de-
mands that concerned parties might have. The recon-
struction of the harbor in Slite, Gotland, is another 
example.

The concession process differs from country to 
country. In Sweden, the government decides on the 
issue. In Germany a court of law, in Denmark an admi-
nistrative department, while, in Finland and Russia, 
the process includes several steps. Sweden gives prio-
rity to the environment of the Baltic Sea. The decision 
is taken using the Convention on the Continental Shelf 
as a guideline.

a relatively longer   stretch of gas line travels 
through Swedish waters than through Danish. The line 
passes through bird preservation areas and has great-
er impact on navigation. None of the governments 
concerned have brought up security policy issues.

After all, when it comes to Nord Stream, it is dif-
ficult to conjure up images of a military threat. The 
Baltic Sea is, rather, characterized by non-military 
threats. At issue, here, is a series of problems, the so-
lutions of which demand great economic and human 
resources, but most of all cooperation and consensus 
among all countries around the Baltic Sea. Sad to say, 
in this matter, much is left to be desired.

The greatest problem is, perhaps, the environ-
ment. The Baltic Sea is one of the world’s sickest seas. 
Because of discharge from agriculture on both sides, 
the Baltic Sea may have reached a condition of almost 
chronic eutrophication, a situation that calls for the 

primarily caused by the region’s sharp division during 
the Cold War. The principle problems are: the seri-
ously worsened state of the environment throughout 
almost the entire Baltic Sea, inadequate transporta-
tion infrastructure, trade barriers, and uncertainty 
surrounding energy sources.

The Baltic Sea strategy entails a new way of working 
and cooperating within the Union. New laws or institu-
tions are not really essential to future progress. What 
is essential is that the governments show willingness to 
find new ways of cooperating effectively. The countri-
es’ economies must be coordinated. Today, trade with 
countries that are immediate neighbors predomina-
tes. The development in the Baltic Sea region has been 
hindered by the great distances within the area, but 
also the distances to the rest of the EU countries. It 
takes 36 hours to get from Warsaw to Tallinn by train. 
Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania are isolated when it co-
mes to energy supplies.

lately, the russian-german    energy project 
Nord Stream has added to tensions in the Baltic re-
gion. As in the case of a similar project, South Stream, 
which runs under the Black Sea, Russia has managed 
to get a firm grip on Europe’s future energy supply. In 
a number of countries, fear is spreading, a fear rooted 
in previous experience. This is not just a matter of Rus-
sia securing the export of its large gas reserves, or of 
meeting Western Europe’s great energy requirements. 
No, say many: in the background, a broad and ambi-
tious political agenda is unfolding, designed by an 
ever-more authoritarian Russia that wishes to regain a 
position of power in international society — the posi-
tion that was lost with the fall of Communism and the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union.

Today, Russian natural gas flows through land-ba-
sed pipelines that traverse Belarus, Ukraine, Poland, 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. It has caused concern 
in the recipient countries in West Europe, and in par-
ticular Germany, that Russia has occasionally broken 
off deliveries for political reasons — in order to punish 
countries, as has occasionally happened with Ukraine 
— as well as technical reasons. The new pipeline under 
the Baltic Sea will deprive the transit countries of large 
revenues. Furthermore, the new pipeline is construc-
ted in such a manner that Russia can break off supplies 
to those countries that for whatever reason fall into 
disfavor.

Nord Stream, as it is envisioned, will constitute a 
corridor 1,200 kilometers long and 2 kilometers wide. 
It will run along the bottom of the Baltic Sea from the 
town of Vyborg near St. Petersburg to Lubmin, a town 
in the vicinity of Greifswald. Two parallel gas pipelines 
will be constructed, each with a width of 1.2 meters. 
The excavation of the sea bed, which is yet to begin, 
would affect a corridor about 150 meters broad. The 
installation would have an impact on a zone ten times 
that large. On its way from Vyborg to Greifswald, the 
gas line would pass through the economic zones of 
five countries: Finland, Sweden, and Denmark and, of 
course, the two owner countries Russia and Germany. 
About 40 percent of the gas line will be laid through the 
Swedish zone east of Gotland; it will then proceed east 
of Danish Bornholm and finally end up in Germany. 

At present, it seems that a service platform, which was 
to be established northeast of Gotland at a depth of 50 
to 90 meters, will not in fact be built.

If everything goes according to plan, one of the two 
lines, with a capacity of 27.5 billion cubic meters, will 
be ready to start operating in 2010. The second line, 
with the same capacity, would be ready in 2012.

Nord Stream would transport gas originating in 
western Siberia and the large fields in the Barents Sea. 
Construction has already begun on the Russian, land-
based part of the project, which is controlled by state-
owned Russian Gazprom. Construction on the part 
based on German land has not yet begun, but it will, 
when finished, reach areas near Bremen and areas 
near Olbernhau, close to the Czech border.

EU’s annual gas consumption  is today 
somewhere around 90 billion cubic meters, which is 
equivalent to more than 25 percent of Germany’s total 
energy consumption. More than 80 percent of the gas 
is imported, to a large extent from Russia. EU’s pro-
jected gas consumption for 2015 is estimated at 680 
billion cubic meters and the need for imported gas at 
just over 500 billion cubic meters — in other words, a 
large increase. The world’s greatest gas reserves are 
located in Russia, which owns close to 30 percent 
of the total — as compared to Norway’s 1.3 percent. 
For Germany, Denmark, the Netherlands, and Great 
Britain, Nord Stream is of vital importance. This is not 
the case for Sweden, however. In Sweden, gas has, so 
far, constituted less than 2 percent of the total energy 
supply. These prognoses do not, however, take into ac-
count what will happen if the world’s nations reach an 
agreement to reduce the emission of carbon dioxide 
radically. This would drastically reduce the need for 
gas — according to the International Energy Agency 
(IEA). Increased use of wind power and nuclear power 
together with more effective energy utilization would 
reduce the use of gas by 5 percent up until 2015 and by 

17 percent up until 2030. If this forecast proves realis-
tic, the future need for Russian gas will be significantly 
smaller than today’s estimates.

A variety of different objections were raised against 
Nord Stream. The construction of the pipeline may, 
for instance, lead to environmental problems. These 
specific misgivings have delayed the start of the pro-
ject. During and after World War II, large amounts of 
ammunition, chemical weapons and mines were dum-
ped in the areas through which Nord Stream is to pass. 
Two German mines, containing about 200 kilograms 
of explosives, were recently found. One was northeast 
of Gotland, seven meters from where the pipeline will 
be located. The risk of heavy metals, phosphates, and 
organic toxins being released is thought to be great. 
In addition, the German-Russian gas line would go 
against the Swedish policy of reducing future depen-
dence on fossil fuel.

The underlying argument, however, concerns 
security policies. The Swedish Energy Agency has 
expressed itself unusually clearly on this issue. It has, 
indeed, been remarkably outspoken, given its loca-
tion in a militarily neutral country which has been 
particularly cautious when it comes to statements that 
might provoke Russia. According to the Swedish En-
ergy Agency, there is much evidence suggesting that 
Russia has, in the past, used its energy resources as a 
means of achieving political goals — for instance when 
Moscow used the gas tap as a weapon during a 2006 
conflict with Ukraine — and that it will continue to do 
so in the future. There is definite unease within the EU 
about becoming too dependent on Russia for its future 
energy needs.

The main stockholder  in Nord Stream, Gazprom 
— of which former German Chancellor Gerhard 
Schröder is chairman — is, not surprisingly, of the 
opinion that Nord Stream can scarcely be held to be 
contrary to broad European objectives. As early as 

The threat is Europe’s dependence on russia. not russia’s on Europe. The ability of the gas pipeline to divide the European elite. as you wish: to your chagrin, or delight.
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deployment of new, drastic measures.
Another serious environmental problem is the 

discharge of heavy metals, anti-flame substances, 
dioxin, mercury etc., as well as litter, such as slowly 
decomposing plastic materials. Belarus, Ukraine, and 
the Czech Republic have no Baltic Sea coastline, but all 
three nations have rivers that drain into the Baltic Sea, 
and they are responsible for about 15 percent of the 
heavy metals that are released into its waters.

oil spills, in the   relatively cold and species-
deprived Baltic Sea, continue to be a serious problem, 
even though great efforts are being made to prevent 
such spills. There is extensive transportation of oil car-
goes through the Baltic Sea. Oil is, of course, a natural 
product, but it decomposes extremely slowly at low 
temperatures. Fish depletion is a much-discussed 
problem. The supplies of many species of fish, such as 
cod, Baltic herring, and eel, have declined rapidly.

As far as radioactive substances are concerned, the 
Baltic Sea has high concentrations of Strontium 90 
and Cesium 137, higher than seas in other parts of the 
world. The radioactive substances in the Baltic Sea 
derive from nuclear tests, the Chernobyl disaster, and 
European nuclear power plants.

Russia holds the key to a large proportion of the en-
ergy supply of the eastern Baltic nations in particular. 
It is essential that relations between Russia and especi-
ally the Baltic States and Poland improve. But it is also 
essential that the EU show a hitherto undemonstrated 
ability to develop a policy towards Russia which is 
both constructive and sustainable, and that Russia be-
come integrated into European cooperation. Å

anders hellner
senior adviser at the swedish institute 

of international affairs (stockholm)

The format shows, implacably, whether a text has a 
clear theme or thesis — or whether it is merely another 
example of the all-too-familiar empty rhetoric about 
networks, sustainability, boundary-crossing, and so 
on.

When I read some of this year’s issues, I encounter 
some contributions that fall into the latter category. 
These include a piece from Jan Fischer, prime minister 
of the Czech Republic (about partnership with Russia, 
in 4:2009), and pieces from the EU’s commissioner 
of agriculture, Mariann Fischer Boel, and Finland’s 
minister of education, Hanna Virkkunen, (about 
sustainable educational policies, both to be found in 
4:2009).

It is perhaps especially easy for politicians to write 
this way. But researchers, who do not have the cou-
rage to focus on the essential, or who merely report, 
also end up in this category.

BUT ThErE arE, lUckIly, many examples of the op-
posite tendency. One is by Mats Hellström, former 
minister of trade and county governor (and, by the 
way, one of the few Swedish contributors). He finds 
the cracks that abound in the pretty rhetoric concern-
ing innovation. Innovation is certainly necessary, 
and is a major part of the EU Commission’s Baltic Sea 
Strategy, but, in Hellström’s view, there has been far 
too little attention paid to the demand (per se) for new 
solutions. This demand must be stimulated by public 
institutions, and this requires that the governments of 
the Baltic Sea region learn to cooperate.

Other contributions of this sort are written by 
various Baltic ministers, such as Latvia’s minister of 
defense, Rasa Jukneviciene (about greater Western 
support for the Baltic States against Russia, 4:2009) 
and Estonia’s minister of culture, Laine Jänes (about 
creative industries, 5:2009).

Somewhat to my surprise, I found that Finland’s 
prime minister Matti Vanhanen had managed very 
well in his A4-article on future Baltic cooperation 
(5:2009). With what a Swede would characterize as 
laconic Finnish determination, Vanhanen tackles all 
the promises and strategies concerning the Baltic Sea 
(such as “The Baltic Sea Action Plan”, 2007), and de-
monstrates that action must be taken now.

Finland will host the next Baltic Sea Action Sum-
mit in February 2010 — and Vanhanen pledges that 
concrete commitments to save the Baltic Sea’s envi-
ronment will then be on the agenda. No one will be 
allowed to shirk the responsibility they assumed at an 
earlier date — the lesson being directed at Russia, in 

journal is meant to be a place where one finds expert 
information and open discussion among interested 
individuals.

It is Karel Liuhto personally who requisitions the ar-
ticles, a task that must be extremely time-consuming, 
considering the wide variety of contributors.

Liuhto particularly prioritizes the journal’s pur-
pose as a forum for discussion. This will, perhaps, 
eventually mean the disappearance of BRE’s national 
economic surveys. After all, a number of banks also 
provide such surveys. Nor would Liuhto be opposed to 
the idea of surrendering the articles on the Arctic to a 
similar net journal, covering the Barents region. Here 
there is opportunity for a Norwegian initiative!

all In all, IT Is sIngUlarly worthwhile browsing in 
the visually modest journal Baltic Rim Economies. It 
is best, perhaps, not to read everything; rather, one 
should pick and choose.

The one thing an old journalist might wish for 
would be an improved structure. The articles are of-

ten arranged at random, sometimes grouped around 
a specific theme, such as the environment or Russia 
— then comes an interval, occupied by other subject 
matters, whereupon additional articles on the envi-
ronment or Russia may appear again. This is neither 
pedagogic nor reader-friendly.

A more detailed presentation of the contributors 
would also be desirable. For the reader, it may be im-
portant to know a politician’s party affiliation, or the 
sort of institute with which a researcher is associated.

But these are marginal notes concerning a journal 
that covers the countries around the margins of the Bal-
tic Sea. Å

olof kleberg
slavist and political scientist, former 

editor-in-chief of Västerbottens-Kuriren (umeå)

Baltic Rim Economies can be found at the homepage 
of turku school of Economics

xtremely unassuming, almost colorless. One 
article follows the other, no illustrations, no 
layout, hardly any systematic organization.

This sounds like an off-putting assess-
ment of a journal. But in this case, a lovely surface and 
seductive enticement of the reader are not at issue. The 
content is what counts.

Baltic Rim Economies is an information-dense jour-
nal, one might almost say bulletin, published six times 
a year by the Pan-European Institute at the Turku 
School of Economics. The journal covers the Baltic 
region in general, but concentrates on the Baltic States 
and Russia.

The driving force behind the journal is Kari Liuhto, 
director of the Institute and professor of international 
economics. And it does indeed take drive to run the 
journal, for the publication of Baltic Rim Economies re-
ceives no outside funding — nothing from the Finnish 
state, nothing from the Nordic Council or from the 
Baltic Assembly, nothing from foundations …. There 
simply is no money to spend on an attractive layout.

The format of each issue is simple. Of about forty 
pages, seven are dedicated to the economic develop-
ment of the Baltic States, Poland, and north-west Rus-
sia (including Kaliningrad). These are followed by a 
number of articles about subject matters of current in-
terest, such as — at present — developments in Belarus 
and the Arctic. Over the year, some 200 such articles 
are published, pedagogically numbered according to 
dates of publication.

But two subjects are always covered, says Kari Li-
uhto: the economy and the environment. 

IT Is pErhaps noT nEcEssary to mention this, but 
Baltic Rim Economies (BRE) is an Internet journal. It 
has about 20,000 subscribers (subscription is free) in 
80 countries, which means that many more thousands 
read it. The Pan-European Institute has striven hard to 
reach this impressive distribution. The journal is sent 
to public bodies, organizations, research institutes, 
persons involved in politics and the economic sector, 
and many interested individuals.

The contributions to BRE have one characteristic in 
common: they are short, about one A4 page or 6,000 
characters. It is easy to find the piece that interests 
one, flipping through or skipping the rest. The format 
does not encourage long, nuanced discussions. This 
can be perceived as a disadvantage. But it becomes an 
advantage.

When the contributors are limited to one A4 page, 
they must condense the message — if they have one. 

The economy and the environment. The two-issue society. Matti vanhanen surprises. as usual.
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particular, could not be clearer.
But the piece also directs demands towards Swe-

den, as holder of the EU presidency. By December 
Sweden should have been be able to produce forceful 
decisions based on the Baltic Sea Strategy submitted 
this summer by the EU Commission. The four targets 
for improvement — the environment, economic deve-
lopment, accessibility, and security — must be given 
concrete form, even if the EU, oddly, does not intend 
to grant additional funding.

Matti Vanhanen has stuck his neck out in BRE — the 
proof of the pudding will come in February 2010!

Interesting differences of opinion sometimes sur-
face. Two Belarusian writers, Vladimir N. Shimov and 
Kiryl Apanasevich, have critical views concerning the 
Belarusian economy, but Apanasevich places more 
faith in future reforms (4:2009).

The project Nord Stream has been the focus of a 
number of articles, both for and against, most recently 
in 5:2009. Nord Stream is a far-sighted way of trans-
porting gas, a way to avoid hundreds of LNG tankers, 
not to mention oil tankers in the sensitive Baltic Sea 
— in the opinion of Ambassador René Nyberg, who 
has connections to the Finnish business sector. Others 
disagree: An unnecessary project that only benefits 
German interests, argues the researcher Edward 
Hunter Christie in Vienna, which is, furthermore, 
economically questionable. He is backed by Polish 
researcher Lukasz Antas, who thinks that a prolonged 
economic crisis in combination with a more stringent 
environmental consciousness will decrease the de-
mand for gas.

I have here mentioned only a few of the many inte-
resting contributions to appear in this brief A4 format. 
It is noteworthy that several Russian researchers and 
others ivolved in the debate have contributed with 
very frank, critical analyses of the hollow Russian eco-
nomy. The informative and important journal Baltic 
Rim Economies has been published by the Pan-Europe-
an Institute since 2004, when the previous publisher 
Bofit, an institute connected to the Bank of Finland, 
had decided that the time had come for renewal: after 
all, the Baltic States and Poland had now become EU 
members.

ThE pUrposE oF pUBlIshIng the journal is, says Kari 
Liuhto, to draw attention to the Baltic Sea area as a 
region, and to facilitate the dissemination of informa-
tion among the eight EU members as well as Russia 
and Belarus.

If taken individually, small states become margi-
nalized in the EU. They must cooperate more closely, 
and as a region — how, asks Liuhto, can they otherwise 
hope to catch the attention of larger investors in the 
U.S. and China? The large states (Russia, Germany, and 
Poland) may want to act unilaterally; the trick is to per-
suade them to engage in common regional efforts.

Similar ideas are brought up by contributors to 
BRE, e.g. Henrik Lax (3:2009), who at the time was a 
Finnish representative in the European Parliament. 
He goes so far as to characterize the Baltic Sea region 
as a bridge between the EU and Russia.

But the journal BRE is not an instrument for 
spreading a certain opinion or agenda. The writers 
are solely responsible for their contributions. The 
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